The general theory applied in most conflict of laws cases is that the substantive rights and liabilities of the parties will be governed by reference to the law of the state where the significant operative facts occurred. In most instances the internal law of the forum is not applied in determining these rights and liabilities unless the significant facts transpired there. Moreover, in the ordinary conflict of laws situation, whatever one of several possible rules of reference is deemed appropriate, reference will and can be had to the law of only one state on any substantive issue. To this proposition there are few exceptions. One of them arises in the workmen's compensation conflict of laws situation.
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I.
Mr. Smith is hired in state A and in the course of his employment is sent to state B where he is injured while engaged in his work. His employer's business is located in state A and Smith is a resident of that state. Assuming that both state A and state B have workmen's compensation acts, under which act may Smith seek compensation? If the workmen's compensation acts merely created a statutory tort, then the statute of the place of wrong, the state of injury, would be the, only act applicable. Some courts initially considered the analogy persuasive and adopted this view. However, most courts applied the act of the state of hiring. This was regarded as appropriate on the theory that the employee-employer relationship was contractual in nature. Failure to reject the act of the state of hiring was considered equivalent to an agreement between the employee and employer that that act shall control, irrespective of where the injury took place. The difficulties inherent in this view rendered it no more tenable than the tort theory. A third view, resting on neither tort nor contract theory, was necessary to explain the scope of applicability of the compensation acts in the interstate situation. It was forthcoming: workmen's compensation acts came to be regarded as a statutory regulation of the employer-employee relationship whereby the expenses of industrial accidents are charged to industry as an incident of the production t A. B., 1937 B., , A. M., 1938 B., , LL. B., 1941 , University of Pennsylvania. Member of the Philadelphia Bar. cost. Under this theory, a basis was furnished for either the state of hiring or the state of injury applying its act. ' Actually, by the weight of state decisions, recovery could be had in the state of hiring or the state of injury on one or another of these theories. However, because of a lack of uniformity among the various acts and the desire of many states to have their acts afford an exclusive remedy, the conflict of laws problem became pregnant with constitutional issues. Could the state of injury or the state of hiring apply its act in disregard of the act of the other state and still fulfill the obligations imposed by the full faith and credit clause? Could either state apply its act consistently with the requirements of due process when all that had taken place within that state was the hiring or injury? These issues ultimately reached the Supreme Court of the United States.
In Bradford Electric Light Co., Inc. v. Clapper, 2 the Supreme Court held that the state of injury could not allow recovery in a modified tort action, as provided by its compensation act, in disregard of the act of another state where the employee resided, the employer had his principal place of business, and the employment was entered into. The Court pointed out that the duties in the state of injury were but temporary in nature and that state had no defined public policy against recognition of the act of the state of hiring, set up as a defense to the action. Full faith and credit had to be given to the act of the state of hiring which contained a provision precluding recovery in tort. Since the state of hiring had legislated with respect to a relationship which had arisen within its borders, it was not purporting to give its laws an extraterritorial effect.
The intimation in the Bradford decision that the act of the state of hiring, if that state had a legitimate contactual interest, would govern although the injury occurred without its borders, became the decision of the Supreme Court in Alaska Packers Association v. Industrial Accident Commission of California.
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The employee, a nonresident of California, was hired in that state and sent for the salmon canning season to Alaska where he was injured. The acts of both jurisdictions were exclusive. Compensation was sought and allowed in California under its act. Finding that Alaska's interests in the matter were not superior to those of California and that the latter had declared that its public policy favored the application of its act against that of another state, the Supreme Court held that California could enforce its own statute and need not give faith and credit to the Alaska act. Neither did the Fourteenth Amendment prevent California from applying its act. California was exercising its power over a status, the employer-employee relationship, which had arisen within its jurisdiction and which it could control, provided this power was not exercised arbitrarily or unreasonably.
Whatever implication there was in the Bradford opinion that the state of injury could not apply its act was soon negated by the decision of the Court in Pacific Employers Insurance Co. v. Industrial Accident CoMM'n. 4 The employee there sought recovery in California, the state of injury. His employment there was temporary. He was a resident of Massachusetts, where the employment was entered into and where his employer, a Massachusetts corporation, has its head office. The acts of both states were in terms exclusive. The defense asserted was that full faith and credit had to be given to the Massachusetts act and this precluded an award under California law. California was permitted to apply its act. Few matters, the Court said, could be deemed more appropriately within a state's concern than an injury to an employee occurring within its borders. The Bradford case was differentiated, since California considered the foreign act obnoxious to its policy. "Full faith and credit does not . . . enable one state to legislate for the other or to project its laws across state lines so as to preclude the other from prescribing for itself the legal consequences of acts within it." 5 As a result of these decisions by the Supreme Court, constitutional sanction was" given to the practice of the states allowing compensation either in the state of injury or the state of hiring, provided the particular state preferred the remedy afforded by its act to the one under the foreign act. A majority of the states were, however, a step ahead of these decisions. 
Ii.
Hunt, a resident of Louisiana, was hired by the Magnolia Petroleum Company in that state. In the course of his employment he went to Texas and was injured there while engaged in his work. Texas awarded him compensation for the injury under its act. Thereafter he sought compensation, for the same injury, in Louisiana, under its act. The Texas award was interposed as a bar to further recovery and the full faith and credit clause invoked. The Louisiana court gave judgment in favor of Hunt, after deducting the Texas payments. Successive appeals in the state courts failed. Certiorari was granted by the Supreme Court of the United States, 9 which, by a five to four decision, reversed the judgment of the Louisiana court.' The majority opinion 11 found that in Texas a final award for compensation under the Texas act has the same effect as a judgment and is res judicata as to all matters which were litigated or could have been litigated. Since there was one injury to the employee in the course of employment there was but one cause of action which merged into the judgment.
12 For the purposes of full faith and credit, since the matter is res judicata in Texas, it must be given the same effect elsewhere, as in the case of any other judgment for money in a civil action; neither Louisiana's interest in the matter, its laws, nor its policy, affords any basis for allowing it to avoid this requirement of full faith and credit. The dissenters 13 did not believe that the Texas award was intended by Texas to be res judicata of anything but a recovery under Texas law. Hence, even if full faith and credit were required to be given to the Texas award, it was not res judicata, in Texas, to the extent that it would bar a recovery under the Louisiana act. However, further than this, they did not think that any constitutional question was involved, but that the matter was so much a question of state interest, state policy, that a given state's policy should be decided by its legislature and its courts. "The argument of state interest is hardly less compelling when Louisiana chooses to reject as decisive of the issues of the case a foreign judgment than when it rejects a foreign statute." 14 Were the Court concerned with an ordinary judgment in a civil action for money, little criticism, if any, could be levelled at the majority's opinion. The state in which enforcement of the judgment was sought or in which it was set up as a bar to further recovery, would, under the compulsion of full faith and credit, have to give to the judgment the same effect that it had in the state of rendition. Local public policy, 1 laws, 16 and procedural handicaps,' 7 are unavailing to escape this obligation. These propositions, so firmly established by precedent, unless they are now to be discarded, smash to smithereens the broad blade wielded by Mr. Justice Black in the second part of his dissent. State interest and policy, no matter how vital, do not enable a state to deny to a valid judgment on the merits, as distinguished from a claim which has not so ripened,' 8 the same effect that it has in the state of rendition.' 9 Perhaps the most vivid example of the numerous instances cited by the majority as illustrations of this is where full faith and credit had to be given to a judgment of a sister state upon a gambling debt, even though the debt was incurred in the state where enforcement of the judgment was sought and was not a valid, legally enforcible obligation under its law. Were the rule otherwise, the mere fact of state interest in the operative facts would enable a state to disregard the consequences of a valid judgment of a sister state and thus destroy the very purpose of the full faith and credit clause as a "unifying force" 21 among the forty-eight states. 2 2 Certainly, Louisiana's interests in the Magnolia case, are, as such, no more vital than the interests of Mississippi in Fauntelroy v. Lum or of the other states in the instances cited. The bare fact of that interest affords, alone, no basis for distinguishing an award in compensation from any other ordinary judgment for the purposes of full faith and credit. However, a salient point of difference between a final award in compensation and an ordinary judgment may be found in the choice of law approach to the two underlying claims as they occur in the conflict of laws situation. In the ordinary civil action, as in tort or contract, where some of the operative facts occur in the state of the forum and some elsewhere, the forum may have a choice of several possible rules of reference. Thus, in determining the validity of a contract, the forum might decide that the law of the place of making the contract or the law of the place of performance or the law intended by the parties to the contract governs. 23 But, in the final analysis, only one of these rules will be applied; choice of one rule automatically precludes application of any other rule of reference. 24 Whatever yule of reference is deemed appropriate, reference will and can be had only to the law of one state to determine the substantive rights and liabilities of the parties on any one issue. If that state is one bther than the forum, then what the result would be under the internal law of the forum becomes immaterial. Of course, under certain circumstances, the forum may deny recovery although under the law of the state indicated by the rule of reference there may be a clear case of liability. The forum's procedural limitations, 25 public policy and interest in the subject-matter 26 are instances. But, although these considerations afford a basis for the 21. 320 U. S. 430 forum not permitting recovery on a foreign cause of action, it is important to note for present purposes that recovery will be denied in these instances, not because the significant operative facts occurred in the forum and under the forum's law no cause of action arose, but merely because suit was brought, in the first instance, in the forum.
If a claim for workmen's compensation were merely a tort or contract claim, the choice of law problem would be the same as that in a tort or contract conflict of laws case. Whether there was an enforcible right to compensation could be determined by reference to the law of only one state, irrespective of where suit was brought. But, as has been indicated, such notions have been refuted by the practice of the courts in allowing compensation in either the state of injury or hiring, by the many authorities which have critically examined these theories, and by the Supreme Court of the United States. The decisions in the Alaska Packers and Pacific Employers cases, conclusively establish that the workmen's compensation conflict of laws situation is one of the instances 27 in the conflict of laws where more than one state is constitutionally empowered to determine the legal consequences of a single event by the application of its internal law, as distinguished from its conflict of laws rule, governing the subject. The legal justification for this result is the power of each state to determine the consequences of events which transpire within its borders and in which it has a governmental interest .
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The factual justification is two sets of operative facts, one in each state. Common to both states is the relationship of employer and employee. Peculiar to each is the governmental interest in that relationship as determined by local industrial, social and economic conditions. In one state the relationship was created. In the other state the employee was injured.
2 9 When, following an injury, the employee seeks compensation, in each state a different coterie of facts superimposed on a common base renders each act applicable. It would thus seem that each state is adjudicating something distinct and that the process of allowing an award in one state is not a determination which precludes an award, predicated on different facts which have not been litigated, in another state. The majority opinion in the Magnolia case, however, does not proceed on the theory that the Texas award purported to adjudicate the rights and duties of the parties under the Louisiana law or to con- trol persons or the courts in Louisiana by the application of the Texas act. In fact it dismissed this as irrelevant because Texas was without power to give extra-territorial effect to its laws. 3 0 Rather, it regarded the employee as having but one cause of action for which there were two remedies. Resort to one of the remedies precluded the other. There was but one cause of action because "The grounds of recovery are the same in one state as in the other-the injury to the employee in the course of his employment." There were not two causes of action "merely because Louisiana law authorizes compensation, and in a different measure than does Texas, or because the jurisdiction of the court of one state depends on the place of injury and that of the other on the place of the employment contract, " ., 1
These conclusions raise some serious doubts. The decisions in the Alaska Packers and Pacific Employers cases appear to be incompatible with the thesis that the grounds of recovery in the state of hiring and the state of employment are identical. Of course, an injury in the course of employment gives rise to a right to compensation. But, if that were all that were shown and required there could be recovery only under the act of the state of injury, which, of course, is not the case. The cornerstone of the two decisions allowing either the state of injury or the state of hiring to apply its act is that each state may legislate as to events occuring within its borders and apply those laws to such events in disregard of the laws of another state. Each decision carefully points to the facts in each state which made its act applicable. And, as already indicated, the factual grounds for recovery in each state are not the same.3 Nor do those differences in fact merely determine the jurisdiction of the court of each state. The fact differences are the determinants of the substantive law applicable for deciding the rights and liabilities of the litigants; they determine the choice of law required under the federal constitution just as the significant operative facts in a tort or contract conflict of laws problem are used to fashion the appropriate rule of reference. The majority points out that the extent to which a forum shall apply in its own courts a rule of law of another state is itself a question of local law of the forum and that merely because a compensation or tort action is transitory does not mean that there is a different cause of action in every forum in which suit may be brought. However, there is this significant difference: in the workmen's compensation conflict of laws problem, if suit were in a forum other than the state of injury or employment, the rights of the employee would be governed by the law of two states, since there are two rules of reference, simultaneously applicable. Apart from legal theory, the majority opinion presents another serious difficulty. If the employee were certain always to seek recovery under the act which permits the larger award, then as a practical matter the decision of the majority would not make much difference. However, the facts of the Magnolia case itself demonstrate that the injured employee is not always in a position to so act. He may well be jockeyed into a position, either through ignorance on his part and the superior knowledge of the insurer, 4 " as in the Magnolia case, or through a procedural device which allows the employer to initiate proceedings, as in the Schendel case, 41 where he will be compelled to take the lesser of the two recoveries possible. In a country of forty-eight states with widely varying economic and -social standards, the difference which the employee is thus precluded from recovering may well frustrate the very purpose of workmen's compensation. Perhaps under the dissenters' view the employer will be put to two lawsuits. The chances are, however, that a different insurer will defend in each case. Be that as it may, the conclusive answer to this is that one who con- 2d, 1934) , where a plea of res judicata based on a Connecticut award was held inadmissible in a suit under the Federal act because an express adjudication in the Connecticut proceeding that the accident occurred in intrastate commerce was lacking.
40. "Confined to a hospital he [Hunt] was told that he could not recover compensation uniess he signed two forms presented to him. . . . there was printed on each of the forms 'in small type' the designation 'Industrial Accident Board, Austin, Texas.' To get his compensation Hunt signed the forms. . . . Returning to his home in Louisiana, Hunt apparently discovered that his interests would be more fully protected under Louisiana law and notified the insurer of an intention to claim under the statute of that state." After that the insurer stopped payment and notified the Board in Texas which proceeded to make an award in the absence of Hunt, although with due notice to him. 320 U. S. 430, 450, 451, 64 Sup. Ct. 2o8, 219, 88 L. Ed. I6i,
172-173 (943).
41. In the latter case the surviving widow started suit under the Federal act. Thereafter the railway company instituted a proceeding before the Iowa Industrial Commission and the widow was made a party. Later she appeared and contested the applicability of the state act. ducts business in more than one state must comply with the multi-state legal consequences which attach.
III.
Can the effect of the decision be avoided by state legislation or judicial decision? One possibility is that a state say that an employee may recover under its laws even though there has been a previous recovery for the same injury in another state. The Court expressly left open this question in the Magnolia case. It is at best difficult to see what bearing this has on the issue. The full faith and credit provisions of the statute 42 require such faith and credit to be given to judgments as they have by law or usage in the courts of the state from which they are taken. They do not require that such faith and credit be given a judgment that the state of rendition gives to a judgment of another state. Nevertheless, the question expressly having been left open, it offers at least a temporary avenue of escape. Of course a state could say an award is not res judicata, but obviously no state would find it to its interest to say that once an award is recovered it is not final but may be relitigated. A third, and perhaps more feasible suggestion, is that legislation be enacted declaring that upon application by an employee who desires to avail himself of the benefits of another act, pending proceedings shall be stayed; or, if an award has already been granted, it may be revoked and vacated, 43 subject to repayment of compensation already paid and to reinstatement if compensation elsewhere is denied. Thus, if the employee finds it to his advantage to sue in Snother state, the prior award could be removed as a barrier to a second proceeding.
Finally, there is one more possibility. Congress, by excepting workmen's compensation awards from the provisions of the statute implementing the full faith and credit clause, could leave the matter to each state to decide for itself. 
